September 15, 2006

Jerry Rigby, Chairman

[daho Water Resources Board
P.O. Box §3720

Boise, Idaho 8§3720-0098

Re: ESPA Framework Process and September 21% and 22™ Board Meeting

Dear Chairman Rigby,

CDR Associates has prepared four documents based on our initial month of work facilitating development
of a Framework for the EPSA Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan on behalf of the Board. The
documents included in your packet of information for the upcoming board meeting include:

e A Draft Public Involvement Plan, which outlines factors related to public input, decision-
making responsibilities, and opportunities for public input during the Framework development
process;

e  Questions, for the Board to consider during review of the Public Involvement Plan;

s A List of Stakeholder Discussions, documenting individuals consulted between August 15" and
September 15™; and

e A Proposal for October Public Meetings, which presents options for decision and discussion by
the Board related to the first set of public meetings on the ESPA Framework Process.

We look forward to presenting you with a summary of themes heard during our initial interviews, and
discussing with you the documents and questions raised above. We welcome any questions you have for
us, both before and during the meetings.

With best regards,

The CDR Associates Facilitation Team
Diane Tate and Jonathan Barisch

ce: Terry Uhling, Vice Chairman
D. Richard Wyati, Secretary
Leonard Beck, Member
Bob Graham, Member
L. Claude Storer, Member
Gary M. Chamberlain, Member
Lawrence Armacost, Member
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[. INTRODUCTION

The idaho Water Resource Board (Board) has been charged with developing an Eastern Snake
River Plain Aquifer (ESPA)} Comprehensive Management Plan Framework for the 2007
Legislature (Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 138). The desire of the Legislature is to
establish public policy for future management of the ESPA. The first phase will be development
of a ‘Framework’, which will identify aquifer management goals, determine the level of
management required to adjust water demand and legally and administratively available water
supply, and address funding mechanisms, including a fee structure. The second phase,
depending on guidance from the Legislature, will be development of 'a comprehensive
management plan. The Framework will be presented to the Edaho Legrsfature during the 2007
legislative session for review and comment. .

The Board has retained the services of CDR Asscciates to faczhtate the development of the
Framework. CDR Associates (faciiitation team}) will work with stakeholder groups, relevant state
and federal agencies, local governments, and members of the public to devefop the Framework.
This process will include: N :
1. Identifying aguifer management goals; : :
2. Determining the level of management needed in order to adjust water demand and
legally and administratively available water supply; "a'nd
3. Identifying funding mechanisms.to pay for |mpleme' ation of management alternatives,
including a fee structure. :

The purpose of thzs pubhc mvo!vement plan is to o':t"me factors refated to public input, decision-

: _nput dunng the Framework development

counties, other stakeholders the general public and relevant state and federal agenmes in the
development of the Framework. The goal of such engagement is to build support for the
Framework elements and to iay the foundation for a Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan.

Public invalvement actlvmes W|I| be implemented to accomplish a dual goal:

o Tokeepthe pubilc informed by providing user-friendly access to information so that
public opinion is based on knowledge and a realistic understanding of the issues and
decisions under consideration; and

* To use multiple means to elicit input and 1o refine proposals that aid the Board in the
development of the ESPA Framework.




1.2 KEY FACTORS RELATED TO PUBLIC INPUT

The public involvement strategies take into account the history and legal and political context of
this project as well as the physical characteristics of the aquifer and region. Key factors related
to public input are summarized below:

1.

The ESPA Framework process is not starting from scratch. Earlier efforts to address
the management of the aquifer have already occurred through the ESPA Aquifer
Mitigation, Recovery and Restoration Agreement, development of the ESPA
Conceptual Settlement Framework and other processes. Numerous stakeholders
have been actively organized and engaged in prev;ous efforts to influence the
management of the aquifer. These stakeholders are ready identified and are
actively involved, so they can (and expect to) serve as a starting point for public
input. : e

In addition to organized stakeholder groups there are numerous stakeholders who do
not nave as extensive a background reg ding ESPA issues. Effcr‘rs to raise the
level of general awareness of ESPA | issues are ne ded. i

The “ESPA Conceptual Settiement Framework” (2004) was extensively explored with
key stakeholders. The goal of the Settlement Framework was to create a positive
change of 600,000 acre feet (KAF) to 900,000 acre feet (KAF) annually in the ESPA
water budget. The Framework ouﬂlned how the aqurfer water budget would be
adjusted through a combination of 1) increasing water supplies, 2) improving water
management and 3).decreasing water démand: Interviews and conversations

initiated by the facilitation team will start“f by expiormg perspectives and issues

regarding the elements outhned in the_2004 Settlement Framework.

identlfyrng potentrai funding mechamsms for management alternatives will be an

essential component of the ESPA: Framework Exploring options and principles

regardr_ng how to ﬂnancraily support the management alternatives and who should
ute'is’ ecessary part of developing the Framework.

* {daho Senate Concurrent Resolutron No. 136 outlines a limited charge for the
Framework process regardmg ‘goals, objectives and methods for management’ of

the ESPA While some stakeholders may desire an approach that addresses items
such as water administration and other legal issues, the public involvement effort will
focus on publrc policy issues where the IWRB has authority. All legal and
administrative decisions will continue to be addressed through the courts and the
IDWR Director’s office.

The Framework must ultimately support the development of a Comprehensive
Management Plan for the aguifer. Efforts undertaken during Framework process will
highlight and anticipate issues that need be addressed in the development of the
Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan. The goal is to seamlessly link the
Framework process to the development of the Comprehensive Management Plan.

The schedule for developing the ESPA Framework is aggressive. As a result, the
public involvement process is on an accelerated schedule. A proactive approach to
public input is essential to ensure that the public does not feel left out or left behind
during the decision-making process.




1.3 THE LINK BETWEEN PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT/INPUT AND THE DECISION-MAKING
PROCESS

Consistent with the Board's planning authorities, the Framework will identify aquifer goals and
alternatives, including water demand and supply, and funding mechanisms. The Framework will
be developed using public and stakeholder input and Framework recommendations will be
made by the Board to the idaho Legislature.

Framework Decisions

The Board will have many discussions and make several decisions’ durlng the development of
the ESPA Framework including:

e Reviewing and assessing of existing studies and mformatlon for management alternative
development;

» |dentifying goals and alternatives for aguifer management

¢ Determining the level of management requ:red to adjust water demand anci the means to
accomplish such management; i

e [dentifying funding strategies, including a fee structu e{to pay for the aqwfer
management alternative(s); and ; '

» |dentifying interim implementation measures.

This process will be marked by mliestones;' whtch wﬂi serve as focal points for broad public input
that will result in input to decision: makers - _

The Decision Makers

The Board will balance the perspectsves"of stakeholders in formulating a Framework. The Board
will present the 'ramework to the Edaho Legislature for review and comment during the 2007

Eastern Sr ake Rwer Plain’ Compre ensive Management Plan.

The Role of the Facilitation T'é'am

The Board retamed the ser\nces of CDR Assaociates (facilitation team) to provide independent
facilitation assistance in the development of the ESPA Framework. The facilitation team will
work with all stakeholders and remain impartial to the substance of the Framework. The
facilitation team will advocate for the development of a Framework that is broadly supported and
can be presented to the Legislature during the 2007 legislative session.

The facilitation team, with support from the IWRB, will produce a Framework that highlights
areas of broad agreement and outlines areas of disagreement. Additionally, the facilitation team
will capture and identify various options and stakeholder suggestions for addressing differences
regarding goals, management alternatives and funding mechanisms. Interviews and public
meetings will be used to refine the initial Draft Framework.




The Role of Stakehoiders in Dacision Making

The ideas, perspectives, and needs of stakeholders are critical elements in the decision-making
process that will result in the Framework. it will be essential to create fransparency in the
process and to report back what the Board heard from the public and how public input has
influenced the Framework. Public input will be summarized and included as a part of the project
record; where divergent views exist, the facilitation team will capture the diversity of opinion and
highlight these views for the Board.

ll. PUBLIC INPUT ACTIVITIES

The project team, composed of the facilitation team and Board staff; has identified categories of
activities to facilitate the public input process for this pro;ect These categor:es are based on
those identified in the facilitation team’s scope of work .

2.1 KEY PERSON INTERVIEWS/SMALL eRou';é_fMEEﬂNes;_

A key person interview is a face-to-face conversation with a resognuzed leader or a small group
assembled by such leaders. For the ESPA Framework, key person interviews will be conducted
with affected water rights holders, elected officials and their key staff, representatives of
organizations or interest groups, fdentrﬂed opmlon_ieaders and business leaders. (See
Appendix A when added for a list of organlzatlons cate ones of indlwduais and dates of key
person interviews). '

Purpose: The goal of th
s Introduce th Framework:process
« ldentify issues of concern relevant to the Framework,
. DISCUSS aqu:fer manag_ ent alternat:ves and
[ ]

Informat_l “from ;nter\news will be combined to produce an overall status report of stakeholder
perceptions of the Framework; areas of agreement and items of concern. Attribution of specific
points will not be made since these interviews seek to obtain honest expressions of perceptions.

Approach: The mformai mterwews will explore the views of the individual and his/her
constituents both on the process and substantive issues of the ESPA Framework.

Draft Interview Questlons

Questions related to the public input program include:

» What is your understanding of the ESPA Framework and decision-making process?
Are there open and/or unresolved caution-flag issues we should be aware of?

* Do you have a mailing list that we should/could add to the ESPA Framework project
mailing list? If you are unwilling or unable to provide us with the list, will you distribute
information yourself to your constituents?

*» Whom else should we consider speaking with?




Questions related {o the substantive issues of the study include:

'+ ldentify what their major issues, from your perspective, to the management of the
alternatives?

e Are you familiar with the Settlement Framework (Strawman Proposal) and Aquifer
Mitigation, Recovery and Restoration Agreement (2004)? If yes, talk about how you view
the elements outlined in each one. What elementis of Settlement Framework are most
important to you, and why?

o \What is vour perspective on the proposed management altematlves including:

o Idaho CREP program, :
Thousand Springs demand reduction,
Recharge program (50 or 190 KAF),
Conversion of ground water irrigation lands to surface Water and
Acquisition of high-lift irrigation water and exchange for flow augmentatlon
releases above Milner?

o o ¢ 0

e What ideas and suggestions do you have for deve[opmg a fee structure to pay for the
management alternatives? What prmczples are zmpor’tant in how this occurs?

e Given that the Framework was developed in 2004 ”What do you see as having changed
within the aquifer (cropping patterns, land use, econormic situation, and political climate)?
Have these changes affected your ihlnklng ‘aboutthe management of the aquifer?

» What criteria wou you use to compare the management goal alternatives?

s  What other aEternat;ves or varlatlons should be examined, and why?

o  What mformatlon/data _do ou have: that w:ll be useful fo the study?

eam will conduct apprommately fifty key person interviews in the first two months of
the study. The team will conduct additional public involvement activities during the study to
obtain periodic feedback on the publ:c input program and sample public/stakeholder opinion.

Documentation: A Key Person Interview Table (Appendix A) will be appended to the Public
Involvement Plan, indicating the names, titles, and organizations of persons interviewed, and
the dates of the interviews. The interviews will be confidential, to encourage frankness and open
discussion of issues and concerns; therefore, notes taken at the interview will remain within
the facilitation team. A summary of what the facilitation team learned from the interviews will
be prepared as part of the project record and posted on the website.

2.2 ldentification of Public Email/Mailing List

The facilitation team, in conjunction with the Board and other stakeholder groups, will develop a
email/mailing list that includes water right holders, cities and counties, the general public and
relevant federal and state agencies. Previous efforts have been conducted and it is anticipated
that a mailing list can be produced quickly. Throughout the process, the email/mailing list will be




updated with additions gathered through the public input activities. Public meeting notification
and Framework process updates will be mailed to stakeholders.

Purpose: The goal of the email/mailing list is to:
= Provide ongoing information about the project
e Describe what is being learned in the study
e Provide information about where to find out more about the study
¢ [dentify progress in the study
s Provide opportunities for public input.

2.3 — Public Meetings

Public meetings will be held in conjunction with key mi[estoneé ih'fhe ‘planning process. Each
round of public meetings will consist of a minimum of two meetmgs one in each geographic
area of the ESPA: _

o Western ESPA Hagerman/Twin Falls/Burl
» Eastern ESPA ldaho Falls/ Pocatello ar

Public meetings will be held in locations sufficiently Iarge for at Ieast 200 persons and
accessible for persons with disabilities. (See Appendlx B for a Isst of public meeting places and
schedule of public workshops.) s 1

Purpose: The public meetings will prowde an oppo fnety fo sollc:|t and consolidate comments in
order to provide input to the facilitation team and Bo__= rd. The: goal is to provide an opportunity for
members of the public to, Iearn about the project:and to express their concerns and ideas to the
Board the facilitation t "m stakehoiders and dther members of the public. Questlons designed

Process and team introduction, clarification of roles, discussion of
" interview themes, solicitation of public input regarding the process.

December 2006 L ‘.___(')'fiitline of preliminary management goals, identification of
i+ i alternatives, and funding approaches and solicitation of public
input.

January/February 2007 Presentation of draft Framework elements for public review and

discussion prior to Board decisions and presentation to
Legislature.

Format for public workshops

The format for the public workshops will be finalized after discussion with the Board.

Options for providing input:




= Comment cards will be available for participants to complete and furn in at the meeting
or mail within 7 days of the meeting.

e Comments offered by participants will be written by facilitation team members.

e Comments made during the open discussion segment of the meeting will be captured on
flipcharts.

» All comments received at public meetings will be compiled and summarized in a Public
Meeting Report.

Qutreach for public workshops

Outreach for public meetings will be accomplished through:

= Distributing meeting announcements electronically to key stakeholder groups

Placing flyers in strategic locations across the ESPA area ;ncludmg libraries, City Halls,
County Court Houses and other locations =

= Posting announcements on the website. .
e  Mailing copies of flyers to the mailing list "

» Developing and distributing press releases for use

@

ing public information officers

2.4 Project Website

An integral part of the public myo{vement program WI" be the prolect website, providing
electronic access to project information and an opportunity for the public to contact the project
feam.

Purpose: The purpose of the website will be to I ake information on the project available to a
broad spectrum of the pubhc who can access this information from their homes and businesses.
S as a cost_effectlve means to reach many people.

. Ava|EabIe project data documents images, and other project-related sm‘ormation for
stakeholder and pubinc educatlon

e Keeping the public mformed as the project progresses through the milestones by posting
of documeﬂts reports, |mages notices and calendar of public input activities;

¢ Posting summar;es of public input received; and

* Providing contact _mformatlon the facilitation team.

The website will be reviewed periodically to determine its effectiveness.
2.5 Information Repositories in the ESPA Area

Copies of website postings and meeting flyers will be posted through out the ESPA area
including libraries, City Hall, County Court House and others.

2.6 Frequently Asked Questions:




ESPA Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan
Framework Facilitation

Draft Public Involvement Plan
For Review by the Idaho Water Resources Board
September 15, 2006

This document outlines questions for Board consideration and response
based on the attached Eastern Snake River Plain Aquifer Framework Public
Involvement Plan (PIP). The facilitation team asks that the Board review the
PIP and provide response to these questions at the September 21 and 22™

meeting.
Decisions and Products

s What is the length and scope of the Framework document to be
prepared for the Board’s review? Please provide clarity regarding
Board expectations for the ‘product’ to be presented to the
Legislature.

e Please see Section 1.3 (page 4) of the PIP. Does the Board agree with
the list of proposed decisions to be made during the Framework
process? If not, what modifications are suggested?

e Secnate Concurrent Resolution 136 asks for ‘appropriate interim goals
and objectives’ to be identified in the Framework. What interim
measures does the Board expect the facilitation team to explore and
document?

¢ The facilitation team has focused efforts to date on understanding
stakeholder views on policy decisions to be made for management of
the ESPA, in accordance with IWRB authority. All legal and
administrative decisions will continue to be addressed through the
courts and the IDWR Director’s office. Please provide comment
regarding the development of a management plan that does not
include administrative elements.

¢ Comment on additional items, other than those outlined in the PIP,
that should be addressed in the Framework for presentation to the
2007 Legislature.

e How should the Framework anticipate the development of the
Comprehensive Management Plan? What specific steps should be




taken to prepare for the development of the Comprehensive
Management Plan?

Are there additional key factors related to public input that need to be
taken into consideration in the development of the Framework, other
than those outlined in the PIP Section 1.37

@

Roles

e What is the role of the Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR)
in supporting the facilitation team’s effort to develop the ESPA
Framework?

Process

e How often should the facilitation team meet with the Board? When
should the facilitation team next meet and update the Board?

e What modifications does the Board desire to the PIP? Does the PIP, as
outlined, adequately fulfill the Legislature’s expressed desire for
public input?




ESPA Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan
Framework for 2007 Legislature — Facilitation Process

List of Stakeholder Discussions with Facilitation Team

08/15/2006 to 09/15/2006

Listed in alphabetical order by first name (56 names).

N Organization

Bill Graham Idaho Department of Water Resources
Bill Hazen Idaho Water Alliance

Bill Jones Self

Billy McCarthy Buckeye Farms

Billy Thompson Minidoka Irrigation District

Brian Patton

Idaho Department of Water Resources

Bruce Newcomb (Rep.)

Representative (Speaker of the House)

Chuck Brockway Brockway Engineering

Chuck Coiner (Sen.) Senator

Clive Strong Office of the Attorney General

Dan Shewmaker Twin Falls Canal Co. (Board)

Dan Temple A&B Irrigation District

Dean Tranmer Attorney, City of Pocatello

Dell Raybould (Rep.) Chair, House Committee on Environment, Energy, and
Technology

Dick Wyatt IWRB Member

Donnie McFadden Billingsley Creek Ranch

Gary Chamberlain IWRB Member

(Gary Lemmon Self

Gary Marquardt SeaPac of Idaho

Gary Schroeder Chair, Senate Committee on Resources & Environment

Gerald Tews Twin Falls Canal Co. (Board)

Hal Anderson Idaho Department of Water Resources

Harriet Hensley Office of the Attorney General

J. Dee May Counsel for Rangen Inc.

James Lochhead Brownstein, Hyatt and Farber

Jerry Rigby IWRB Chairman

Jim Tucker

Tdaho Power

John “Bert” Stevenson (Rep.)

Representative, Natural Resources Interim Committee

John Simpson

Barker Rosholt & Simpson

Jonathon Bowling

Idaho Power

Julie Conrad

Milner Irrigation District

Karl Dreher Idaho Department of Water Resources (Director)
Kay Hardy Idaho Trout Company
Larry Cope Clear Springs Foods

List of Stakeholder Discussions; Prepared by CDR Associates

Page ]




‘Name: . QOrganization "
Leonard Beck ITWRB Member
Linda Lemmon Thousand Springs Water Users/Idaho Aguaculture Association
Lyle Swank Watermaster/Eastern Regional Manager
Lynn Harmon AFRD #2
Lynn Tominaga Idaho Ground Water Appropriators
Mary McGown Idaho Department of Water Resources
Neeley Miller Idaho Department of Water Resources
Pat McGrane Bureau of Reclamation
Randy Bingham Burley Irrigation District
Randy MacMillan (Dr.) Clear Springs Foods
Rich Rigby Bureau of Reclamation
Roger Chase Mayor, City of Pocatello
Roger Fuhrman Idaho Power
Ron Carlson Former Watermaster District 1
Scott Breeding Milner Irrigation District
Ted Diehl Northside Canal Co
Tim Deeg Self
Tom Arkoosh Arkoosh Law Offices
Vic Armacost ITWRB Member
Vince Alberdi Twin Falls Canal Co. (Manager)
Walt Mullins Milner Irrigation District
Wayne Courtney Rangen Inc.

The facilitation team continues to contact stakeholders, and will provide updates to this list as
appropriate.

List of Stakeholder Discussions; Prepared by CDR Associates Page 2



ESPA Comprehensive Aquifer Management Plan
Framework for 2007 Legislature — Facilitation Process

Proposal for October Public Meetings
For Review by the Idaho Water Resources Board

This document outlines proposed objectives, dates, locations, format, outreach and other details
regarding ESPA Framework public meetings in October 2006, The facilitation team requests that
the Board review this information for discussion during the meetings on September 21 and 22",

Decisions for the Board:

&

&

@

@

How many meetings are needed for this first round of public engagement?
In what cities should the meetings be held?

What dates?

Who will serve as the Board Representative(s) to kick-off each meeting?

Objectives for Public Meetings:

Introduce Facilitation Team

Introduce ESPA Framework process

Clarify roles for Framework process: facilitation team, board, department, stakeholders
Discuss what the facilitation team heard during interviews, in the form of themes, areas
of agreement, arcas of divergent views, and topics that need more discussion

QOutline the process for continued engagement between Board, Facilitation Team, and
stakeholders to develop the ESPA Framework

Solicit feedback from stakeholders regarding roles, themes and process

Build list of nterested stakeholders for the ESPA Framework process

Meet legislative objective of providing opportunities for public involvement in this effort

Meeting date alternatives (for two meetings):
e Wednesday and Thursday, October 11% and 12”1; or

Wednesday and Thursday, October 18" and 19™, or
Wednesday and Thursday, October 25™ and 26",

Proposed locations {at high school or other community space):

Twin Falls

Idaho Falls
If necessary — Pocatello (would add third date to proposed dates above)

Proposed meeting format (identical for each location):

5:00 p.m. Doors open; participants arrive and sign in; refreshments available

5:30 p.m. Introduction by Board Representative (Explain goal for this meeting)
5:45 p.m. Facilitation team presentation

s Introduction of Facilitation Team
» Introduction of Website

Prepared by CDR Associaies Page I




= Discussion of Roles
= Qverview of process for developing the ESPA framework
= Activities to date (project faunch, stakeholder interviews)
= Themes heard during interviews
6:15 p.m. Comments from the public and facilitated discussion (with Board
involvement)

7:00 p.m. Meeting ends

Distributing announcements for the meeting:

&

Send meeting announcement via email to all stakeholders contacted during the interview

process
Encourage stakeholders to re-distribute announcement via email or print fo their
constituencies

Place paid advertisements in local newspapers (Twin Falls, Idaho Falls, Pocatello)
Distribute meeting announcements via email or fax to local radio stations

Opportunities for public comment:

@

Comment forms available during meeting; can be returned at meeting or mailed back to

CDR Associates.
Distribution of facilitator contact information, including email addresses and phone

numbers.
Facilitated discussion after presentation during meetings.

Handouts at the meetings:

Agenda with contact information for Facilitation Team
Comment form
Copy of facilitation team power point presentation

Feedback from the Board:

Do the proposed objectives seem appropriate?
Does the proposed format seem workable?
What, if anything, should we have displayed around the room?
o Maps of the aquifer from various sources?
What are the right questions for discussion at the public meetings?
o Are any important ideas missing from the themes that have been presented?
o How can the public be involved in creating the Framework?
o Others?

Prepared by CDR Associaies Page 2




